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Abstract 
Based on a mixed-method approach, this interpretive exploratory case study aimed to identify English as Foreign 
Language (EFL) teachers’ perceptions and practices in Written Corrective Feedback (WCF) in the Saudi context. The 
study analysed quantitative data gathered from an anonymous custom designed 15-question online survey and 
qualitative data from an open-ended question (at the end of the online survey) and semi-structured interviews. 
Participants were one hundred and eighty-four English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers (n =184) who responded 
to the online survey (113 females and 71 males) and 7 participants who responded to the semi-structured interview (5 
males and 2 females). The study findings indicated no significant differences between male and female teachers in 
considering “time” as the main factor in following a particular strategy for written corrective feedback (93%). The 
results from the semi-structured interviews highlighted the need for further research in written corrective feedback in 
the Saudi context to address serious issues related to the teachers’ work-load. Some recommendations were identified 
for further research in written corrective feedback. 
Keywords: Saudi, Mixed methods, Survey, Written corrective feedback 
1. Introduction 
Written corrective feedback (WCF) is considered one of the most important tasks that writing teachers can provide for 
their students (Ferris 2006). Interest in WCF research has grown in the last two decades. However, in the Saudi context, 
research in the corrective feedback field has been hitherto neglected and scarce. Teachers’ concerns and opinions are of 
paramount importance and usefulness in a successful learning environment. Nevertheless, many teachers view research 
as unrelated to their work environment and often perceive that others’ research findings are inapplicable to their own 
particular classroom settings (Mackey & Gass 2005). As Lacorte and Krastel (2002) have observed, “teachers must take 
a critical look at their own actions within the classroom and consider possible issues within their systems of practical 
knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes that could be improved” (p. 914). Bailey (2001) concurs, noting that “By reading or 
hearing accounts of other people’s research, [teachers] can get new ideas for teaching and for their investigations, as 
well as becoming better connected with their profession at large” (p. 496). Furthermore, Wallace (1991) argues that 
reflective teaching provides an opportunity for the development of professional competence by combining two prime 
sources of knowledge in practice: received and experiential knowledge.  
1.1 Study significance 
This study investigates the importance of EFL teachers’ (male and female) perception and cognition in WCF in the 
Saudi context. Its significance lies in the insights it offers into the perceptions of teachers in a country (Saudi Arabia) 
witnessing major changes in education in general and in the teaching of EFL in particular. To ensure a smooth transition 
from previous practice, the heads of EFL departments as well as educational decision makers, in Saudi Arabia need to 
be aware of the challenges facing EFL teachers. One of these major challenges is the time constraints faced by EFL 
teachers in Saudi Arabia, which have compromised the quality of certain areas of EFL teaching such as WCF.  
1.2 The problem 
English is becoming the language of instruction in the majority of tertiary institutions in Saudi Arabia. Several of these 
institutions focus on the ‘quantity’ of their curriculum rather than ‘quality’ in the sense that their emphasis is on 
covering as many units or chapters of the EFL textbooks as possible. As a consequence, EFL teachers experience great 
pressure in their attempts to meet the scheduling deadlines set by their institutions’ schedule deadlines, very often at the 
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expense of the quality of their teaching, particularly with regard to the teaching of writing and the lack of an appropriate 
WCF. In the worst-case scenario, many dedicated EFL teachers end up as composition slaves, which is a term coined by 
Maxine Hairston (1986) in her article ‘On not being a composition slave’, which describes the toil and drudgery that 
many EFL teachers face when giving WCF. Coupled with the low levels of English proficiency reported in almost all 
grade levels in Saudi Arabia (Al-Shammari 2005), this weakness leads many students to underachieve in English and 
prevents them from receiving the benefits that might be gained from WCF. EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia face a 
perpetual professional dilemma: they want to provide sound WCF on their students’ writing assignments but are unable 
to do so because of they are short of time.  
1.3 Study purpose 
The main aim of this study is to examine and investigate EFL teachers’ perceptions of WCF practices in the Saudi 
context. From an analytical perspective, by understanding EFL teachers’ WCF practices and perceptions, one can 
clearly identify the problematic areas in teaching and learning EFL. Although this research has been conducted by a 
male researcher and is therefore likely to reflect some degree of gender bias, it has been designed to provide female 
EFL teachers with an equal opportunity to share their opinions and concerns regarding provision of WCF in Saudi 
Arabia. These findings should create a clearer picture of the issues faced by EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia and concerns 
about WCF. Squire and Bliss (2004) argue that “decades of research on the connection between teachers’ theoretical 
beliefs and their practices yield a common theme: all teachers bring to the classroom some level of beliefs that influence 
their critical decision making” (p. 756).  
1.4 Research questions 
The present research study aims to answer the following four main questions: (1) What is the perception of WCF by 
EFL (writing) teachers at tertiary institutions in Saudi Arabia? (2) If teachers were given autonomy in their work 
contexts, what is (in the eyes of the EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia) the most effective pedagogical approach to WCF? 
(3) Do teachers have different WCF strategies/approaches for different settings? (e.g., using an unfocused 
[comprehensive] WCF approach if the class size is small and using focused [selective] WCF approach if the class size is 
large.) (4) Is there any significant difference in WCF practices and beliefs between male and female EFL teachers in 
Saudi Arabia? These four research questions were divided into a 14-item Likert scale itemized online questionnaire as 
well as an open-ended question at the end of the questionnaire. Research question 4 was formulated into a null 
hypothesis where Ho was that there were no significant difference whereas the alternative HA was that significant 
difference existed.  
2. Literature review 
WCF in its simplest form is defined as the “type of information, which is provided for the learners about his or her 
performance of a learning task, usually with the aim of improving this performance” (Ur 1996:242). Since Truscott 
(1996) published his paper, “The case against grammar correction in L2 writing classes”, in which he rejected the idea 
of any benefits of WCF, the debate of whether WCF is beneficial or not has polarized researchers into an apparent 
dichotomy of for versus against WCF. Truscott (1996) concluded that WCF (mainly grammar corrections) should not 
have a place in writing courses and disciplines and should be scrapped because it is both ineffective and harmful. He 
based his conclusions on a research study where he compared an English as a second language (ESL) group that 
received extensive correction and another identical group that only received content-oriented comments. The results of 
his study showed that the second group (content group) attained significantly higher scores than the first group 
(correction group). He additionally backed his findings up with the analysis of studies performed by Semke (1984), 
Kepner (1991), and Sheppard (1992). In a way, Truscott and advocates of his theory exposed the idea that research 
evidence of the effectiveness of WCF in helping learners improve their L2 proficiency level is insufficient and 
inconclusive. However, opposition to this theory was not idle and strong rebuttals came from Ferris (1999; 2000; 2004), 
who opposed Truscott’s (1996) ideas and provided evidence for the use of WCF. Ferris (1999) asserted that Truscott’s 
(1996) arguments were premature and weak given the rapidly growing research evidence that suggests that effective 
error correction can and does help L2 student writers if the feedback is selective, prioritized, and unambiguous. 
Chandler (2003) further confirms Ferris’s (1999) findings by stating that Truscott’s reliance on the findings of previous 
studies was somehow not supported by the data collected in those studies and, furthermore, Truscott did not always 
consider the sound statistical calculations in these studies, which were mainly ‘statistically significant’. This finding 
was further supported by several studies (Hong 2004; Montgomery & Baker 2007; Bitchener and Knoch 2008; Lee 
2008). Hong (2004) noted that Truscott’s premature views were based on only cross-sectional studies, which did not 
provide comprehensive conclusions on the long-term development of grammar accuracy in L2 learners. Montgomery 
and Baker (2007) as well as Bitchener, Young  and Cameron (2005) indicated that learners believe that WCF does not 
only improve their L2 writing (vyatkina 2011), but also their L2 grammar. In his 2-month study investigating the 
efficacy of WCF of 75 low-intermediate ESL learners in New Zealand, Bitchener (2008) found that WCF improved the 
accuracy of those 75 ESL learners in two functional uses of the English indefinite “a” and definite “the” articles. In 
addition, Lee’s (2008) study investigated the reactions of EFL learners in two secondary classrooms to Hong Kong 
teachers’ feedback, which showed that students desired more WCF from their teachers. 
Looking at WCF from a different perspective, it is not necessarily the case that this camp or that camp is better or that 
the argument is to “to grade or not to grade” because the foundation for both camps is the same. Truscott and Ferris 
have implicitly agreed that more research is needed because their existing data was insufficient to answer the question 
of whether WCF can be effective in improving the accuracy of L2 learners’ writing. As Ferris (1999) noted, “If nothing 
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else, reading Truscott’s essay and reviewing the primary sources he cites, has highlighted for me the urgent need for 
new research efforts which use a variety of paradigms to examine a range of questions that arise around this important 
topic” (p. 2). Conversely, some researchers do not necessarily adopt or support either Truscott’s or Ferris’s camps, but 
merely illustrate a point. The latter is evident in Coffin’s (2003) book, where she makes it abundantly clear that WCF is 
both difficult and time-consuming because each student’s work (needing feedback) has its own problems, which 
demand an individual response. It is generally perceived that for most L2 writing teachers, the preferred and most 
widespread strategy of feedback is WCF (Ferris 1997; 2007). Second-language (L2) learners/writers especially need 
WCF because they often have issues not only with their L1 first/native language interference, but also an incomplete 
understanding of their L2 (Cox et al. 2010; Ferris 2002; Hyland & Hyland 2001). 
2.1 Teachers’ WCF strategies 
There are a range of different WCF styles and overlapping terminologies. However, traditionally there are two main 
types of WCF strategies that L2 writing teachers provide to their learners: direct and indirect WCF. Direct WCF is the 
act of indicating error types such as ‘preposition’ and ‘tense’ where the L2 writing teacher provides the correct form 
directly next to (or near) the error committed. However, indirect WCF merely indicates where the error or incorrect 
form occurred by underlining, highlighting, or circling it without providing the student with the correct form (Lee 2008; 
Young et al. 2005). Ferris and Roberts (2001) assert that indirect feedback is more effective because it “helps students 
to make progress in accuracy over time more than direct feedback does […] or at least equally as well” (p. 164). Two 
subcategories stem from indirect WCF: coded and uncoded WCF. Some researchers view coded WCF as similar to 
direct WCF where the former is said to occur when the L2 writing teachers indicate the error with a code (e.g., ‘CS’ 
refers to comma splice), whereas indirect WCF is similar to uncoded WCF in that the errors in the latter are merely 
highlighted by the teacher (e.g., with a highlighter or underlining with a pen) without providing a specific identification 
of the type of error (Wayne 2013). 
Focused WCF selects specific errors to correct and ignore other errors. Highly focused WCF will focus on a single error 
type (e.g., errors in the use of the past simple tense). Conversely, a less-focused WCF will be applied to more than one 
error type, but will still restrict correction to a limited number of pre-selected types (e.g., simple past tense, articles, or 
prepositions) (Wayne 2013). In contrast, unfocused WCF refers to what might be considered a routine practice in 
writing instruction (but may not exactly correspond to what L2 writing researchers advocate) where teachers mark and 
correct all (or at least a range of) the errors in learners’ written work. This type of WCF is seen as ‘extensive’ because it 
treats a variety of errors. The following diagram (Figure 1) illustrates the different strategies used by L2 writing 
teachers in WCF.  
 
Figure 1. Illustration of different WCF types/strategies used by L2 writing teachers 
 
Because direct feedback appears to be a straightforward type and easier to follow than indirect WCF, it is quite popular 
amongst students (Amrhein & Nassaji 2010). Ferris (2002) looked at the effects of different WCF strategies on both text 
revisions and newly submitted pieces of writing and reported that 88% of correct revisions were attributed to direct 
WCF compared with 77% of indirect WCF. However, L2 writing teachers prefer indirect WCF because it is a much 
politer and less-intimidating form of feedback than direct WCF (Thonus 2002). Moreover, it is more effective for the 
students than direct WCF in giving students the opportunity to correct their own errors which, in the long run, may 
contribute to less dependency on the teacher (Ferris 2007) and in addition, improving proficiency through student 
centeredness and autonomy (Ferris 2003). In two similar studies that are almost two decades apart, Lalande (1984) and 
Chandler (2003) examined the accuracy in two groups of ESL/L2 students’ writing following direct WCF to the first 
group and indirect coded WCF to the second, and concluded that the students’ accuracy in the second group (indirect 
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coded WCF) by the end of the semester was higher than the first group (direct WCF). However, there is a vital point to 
consider when it comes to indirect coded WCF. This factor is teaching the specific codes used by the teacher in the 
indirect coded WCF and making them familiar to the student (Lee 2008). This is because students find it more difficult 
to understand and familiarize themselves with different types of errors committed with the corresponding codes than 
direct WCF (Holtgraves 1999). 
3. Methodology 
The design of this research study is a ‘fixed’ mixed-methods design (Creswell & Clark 2010) using data collection and 
analysis in parallel form of both pillars of research: quantitative and qualitative research designs (Kemper, Stringfield 
and Teddlie 2003). Mixed-methods design can be seen as a procedure intended for collecting, analysing, and ‘mixing’ 
both quantitative and qualitative data at some stage of the research process within a single study to understand a 
research problem more completely (Creswell 2002).  
In this exploratory investigation, fixed mixed-method design was chosen to give better triangulation, greater validity, 
and credibility to the quantitative survey findings. Additionally, many EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia feel freer to 
communicate their opinions in a professional setting such as a faculty meeting, a conference, or in this case, an 
interview. The survey was designed to comprise 15 items (14 close-ended questions and one open-ended section for 
additional information). The survey was followed by 10 semi-structured interviews with male and female EFL teachers 
in Saudi Arabia.  
3.1 Study population 
The targeted population of this study consisted of 184 EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia (113 females and 71 males). Those 
participants were randomly selected (simple random sampling) from 20 tertiary institutions throughout Saudi Arabia. 
Those teachers were chosen from a long list of EFL teachers at different universities/colleges in Saudi Arabia. The 
semi-structured interviews were conducted with seven EFL teachers (5 male and 2 female). No two teachers were 
chosen from the same college/university for the sake of randomizing and obtaining as much data from various EFL 
teachers in Saudi Arabia as possible. E-mails were sent to 200 EFL teachers at tertiary institutions in Saudi Arabia 
containing a link to the survey hosted by www.surveymonkey.com. A convenient sample selection of intended 
participants (20) who were sent the e-mails with the link to the survey, were further asked if they wished to participate 
in a short semi-structured interview (approximately 15–20 minutes). The response rate for the survey was 92% (n=184) 
and that for the semi-structured interviews was 35% (n=7). Participation in this research study was voluntary. 
3.2 Teachers’ questionnaire 
The teachers’ questionnaire (Appendix A) was intended to gather quantitative data anonymously from the EFL teachers 
in Saudi Arabia regarding their perception of WCF. The first part of the questionnaire sought to gather demographic 
information (e.g., gender, highest qualification, course taught, etc). The second part was devised to collect answers to 
the research questions from the EFL teachers. The latter part (questions 7–14) was to closed-ended questions such the 
dichotomous yes/no answers as well as ticking the relevant choice. The third part of the questionnaire was a single 
open-ended question to give EFL teachers a chance to add comments and statements relevant to the survey at hand. This 
latter part was optional, where the participants were at liberty to add any comments they wished to make. 
3.3 Semi-structured interviews 
In this study, where semi-structured interviews were performed in the second part, a list of questions relating to areas in 
WCF was prepared by the researcher and was intentionally chosen because of its informality and openness (Appendix 
B). In this research study, semi-structured interviews were conducted because of the level of freedom and ease that EFL 
teachers feel when interviewed in addition to the fact that EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia have in general, an extremely 
heavy schedule, it is the only setting to get them to agree to participate in an in-depth research study. Because of the 
social constraints that exist in Saudi Arabia, face-to-face interviews with female EFL teachers were not possible, except 
for two interviews during an international conference where the researcher managed to conduct face-to-face interviews 
with female EFL teachers after the conference. Table 1 illustrates the semi-structured interviews performed by the 
researcher. 
 
Table 1. Participant interview details 
Participant Gender Nationality Interview Date 
EFL Teacher (University) Male Australian Face – to - Face March 2013 
EFL Teacher (University) Female British Face – to – Face March 2013 
EFL Teacher (College) Male British Face – to – Face March 2013 
EFL Teacher (University) Male South African Face – to – Face March 2013 
EFL Teacher (University) Male Canadian Face – to – Face March 2013 
EFL Teacher (University) Male American Face – to – Face March 2013 
EFL Teacher (University) Female British Face – to - Face April 2013 
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3.4 Procedures 
The survey was aimed to appeal to as many EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia as possible with its brief and short answers as 
well as being completely anonymous. A randomly selected list of 7 EFL teachers (5 female and 2 male; Table 1) from 7 
different tertiary Saudi institutions were sent e-mails inviting them to participate in a face-to-face interview as a follow 
up to the survey where it was made known to the participants that absolute anonymity would be guaranteed. The semi-
structured interviews were conducted to gather the most detailed information possible. The interviews were not always 
confined to a closed list of the same questions (Appendix B); each interview allowed as much freedom as possible to 
each interviewee to express his/her own views and thoughts within the general framework of WCF topics. Reference 
was made to the survey findings at each interview and the participants were given the opportunity to comment and 
express their opinions. A consent form (Appendix C) was sent to each participant by e-mail. All seven participants who 
took part in the interviews expressed their wishes to remain completely anonymous (i.e., no reference to their names or 
place of work). All interviews were conducted individually and the bulk content of the each interview lasted about 10–
15 minutes. Because this research study was about EFL teachers’ perceptions of WCF in the Saudi context, both survey 
and interviews were conducted only in English. 
4. Analysis 
The findings of each of the two parts of the questionnaire and the semi-structured interviews will be discussed as 
follows: (1) close-ended questions 1–14; (2) open-ended question, 15; and (3) semi-structured interviews. Data 
collected from the close-ended questions were analysed using Microsoft Excel® and IBM SPSS (Ver.15) ®. Data 
collected from interviews were audio-taped and transcribed verbatim and were analysed by thematic analysis using 
QSR International NVIVO® software. Word frequencies and tag clouds were created to view the potential themes in the 
interviews. 
4.1 Close-ended questions 
The survey questions 1-14 were grouped into three sections where each section shared common a common theme or 
area of focus. The first section of the survey included four questions, questions 1, 2, 3, and 4. Those questions related to 
consent of participation in the survey, participant’s gender, highest academic qualification attained by the participant 
and the courses that each EFL teacher was teaching at the time of taking the survey, respectively. The results are shown 
in Table 2. 
 
    Table 2. Gender, highest level of education completed and course currently taught. 
Question 
Number 
Question Response n % 
2. What is your gender? Male 71 39% 
Female 113 61% 
3. What is the highest level of education you have 
completed? 
Types of qualifications   
Diploma 4 2% 
Bachelor’s degree 33 18% 
Post Grad Cert. of Ed. 21 11% 
Master’s degree 107 58% 
Doctoral degree 19 10% 
4. What course do you teach at your institution? Type of course   
101 11 6% 
102 18 10% 
PYP 1st Semester 26 14% 
PYP 2nd Semester 44 24% 
PYP Other 85 46% 
 
It is generally assumed that the higher the level of courses taught, the more weight is given to writing in comparison 
with the other L2 skills. It is clear that the preparatory year program (PYP) other (taught courses) choice, which may 
include IELTS, TOEFL, EAP, ESP, and so on, is the largest group because several courses are introduced every 
semester in Saudi Arabia in addition to the main PYP courses.  
The second section of the survey which formed the main bulk of the survey, looked at the practical aspects of WCF. 
Question 5 concerned class sizes, which play a big factor in WCF because the bigger the class, the more demanding the 
WCF process. This is more often deemed time-consuming and exhausting because of the relationship between WCF 
difficulty and the class size. As shown in Table 3, the majority of class sizes were between 15–20 and 21–25 students 
per class.  
Question 6 was crucial in learning the number of contact hours each EFL teacher had because the more hours the 
teacher has, the more work-load, and therefore participants may adopt different WCF strategies. This is indirectly linked 
to research question 3 in this study, which concerns different WCF strategies that the EFL teacher may apply. Table 3 
illustrates details of contact hours taught by all participants by gender. Although the majority of teachers had four 
contact hours per day (44% for both male and female teachers), it is quite alarming to discover that 10% of teachers had 
6 contact hours and more.  
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Question 8 concerned the number of written assignments given per week. It is clear that the majority of EFL teachers at 
tertiary institutions in Saudi Arabia—more than half of the participants in this survey—give a written assignment once a 
week. 
Question 10 concerned the percentage of students’ submitted written assignments requiring WCF from the teacher. The 
majority of participants answered with 80–100%. However, it is evident that nearly half the participants do not give 80–
100% WCF on the students’ submitted written assignments. Further analysis revealed that 73% of those teachers who 
give only 0–20% and 20–40% WCF on returned assignments have class sizes over 20. Furthermore, 80% of teachers 
having class sizes over 30 gave 0–20% WCF. 
Question 11 asked participants about the number of hours allocated for WCF per week. The results reveal that the 
majority of participants (43% male and 62% female) allocate between 1–2 hours and 2–3 hours for WCF. Using SPSS® 
software, an independent t-test was conducted to determine if a difference existed between the mean times (minutes) 
spent on WCF by female and male teachers. There was no statistically significant difference between the mean times 
(minutes) spent on WCF by females (n=113, M= 166.99, SD=73.14) and males (n=71, M=156.76, SD= 68.4), t (184) = 
0.947, p=0.35 . The effect size, eta squared η2 = 0.005 was small. Therefore the Null hypothesis is accepted. i.e. that the 
same amount of time on average is spent on WCF by males and females. The latter, together with the answers to 
question 9 of the survey, are both directly related to research question 4 of this study concerning differences in WCF 
between male and female EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia. 
Question 12 concerned the preferred type of WCF given by the participants. In response, 42% of the participants (male 
and female) prefer the indirect coded WCF followed by focused (selective) WCF and unfocused (comprehensive) WCF. 
The least practiced type was the indirect noncoded WCF at only 9%. 
 
Table 3. Average class sizes taught, daily contact hours, number of assignments set for students, percentage of 
submitted assignments that receive WCF, average hours allocated for CF and type of WCF provided.  
Question 
Number 
Question Response Male     
No.          % 
Female 
No.         %   
5. On average, how many students do you 
teach per class? 
No. of students   
0 - 10 4          ( 2% )  5      (3%) 
15 - 20 41         22%) 45     (24%) 
21 - 25 15         ( 8%) 27     (13%) 
25 - 30 8           ( 4%) 17       (9%) 
>30 3          ( 2% )       19      10%) 
6. How many contact hours do you have per 
day? 
No. of contact hours   
2 13          (7%) 23     (13%) 
3 7            (4%) 16      (9%) 
4 41        (22%) 44     (24%) 
5 5            (3%) 17      (9%) 
6 3            (2%) 8        (4%) 
>6 2            (1%) 5        (3%) 
8. On average, how many written assignments 
do you require your students to complete a 
week? 
No. of times a week   
1 32        (17%) 67     (36%) 
2 25        (14%) 16     (9%) 
3 9            (5%) 27     (15%) 
>3 5            (3%) 3       (2%) 
10. What is the percentage of the students’ 
submitted written assignments that receive 
written corrective feedback? 
% of students   
0 -20% 6            (3%) 9       (5%) 
20 – 40% 5            (3%) 11     (6%) 
40 – 60% 5            (3%) 15     (8%) 
60 – 80% 10          (5%) 29     (16%) 
80 – 100% 45        (24%) 49     (27%) 
11. On average how many hours a week do you 
allocate for corrective feedback? 
No. of hours   
1 – 2 hours 27        (15%) 38     (21%) 
2 – 3 hours 21        (11%) 32     (17%) 
3 – 4 hours 15          (8%) 25     (14%) 
>4 hours 8            (4%) 18     (10%) 
12. What type of written corrective feedback do 
you usually provide? 
Types of feedback   
Focused 14          (8%) 32     (17%) 
Indirect coded 25        (14%) 51     (28%) 
Indirect non-coded 9            (5%) 7       (4%) 
Unfocused 23        (13%) 23     (13%) 
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The third section of survey related to the EFL teachers’ general perception and practices at their current place of 
employment with regards to WCF. Question 7 looked at whether institutions in Saudi Arabia designate specific lessons 
or lectures for writing. It is quite evident from the results that the majority of teachers answered ‘no’ to the question 
with a total of 60 and 40% answering with ‘yes’. This is indirectly related to research question 2 of this study 
concerning the way EFL teachers choose their lessons if they are given autonomy. 
Question 9 concerned whether the teacher provided his/her students with WCF on their written assignments. 
Interestingly, nearly all of the participants answered ‘yes’ (98%) except two female and one male teacher who answered 
‘no’.  
Question 13 concerned whether the participants provided their students with a follow-up session after the students were 
given WCF on their assignments that they previously submitted. The majority of participants (65%) answered ‘yes’ to 
giving a follow-up session to the students in comparison with ‘no’ (35%). 
The last close-ended question of the questionnaire (question 14) concerned ‘time’ as a crucial factor in participants’ 
decision to adopt a particular WCF style. The results indicated that an overwhelming majority of 96% answered ‘yes’ 
compared with 4% who answered with ‘no’ (Table 4). 
 
Table 4. Whether special classes are designated at institutions, whether WCF is provided, whether follow up sessions 
are provided after WCF and whether time is consider a crucial factor in providing WCF.  
Question 
Number 
Question Response Male  (% Male) Female (% Female) 
7. At your institute, as part of the 
curriculum for EFL, is ‘writing’ 
designated special classes? 
Yes  25          ( 35% )  48             ( 42% ) 
No  46          ( 65% )  65             ( 58% ) 
9. Generally speaking, do you provide your 
students with some sort of feedback on 
their written assignments? 
Yes   70          ( 99% )  111           ( 98% ) 
No  1            ( 1% )  2               ( 2% ) 
13. Do you generally provide your students 
with a follow up session after giving 
written corrective feedback on their 
assignments previously? 
Yes  42          ( 60% )  77             ( 68% ) 
No  29          ( 40% )  36             ( 32% ) 
14. Do you consider that TIME is a crucial 
factor in your decision to follow a 
particular strategy in written corrective 
feedback? 
Yes  66          ( 93% )  111           ( 98% ) 
No  5            ( 7% )  2               ( 2% ) 
 
4.2 Open-ended question (question 15 of the questionnaire) 
Question 15 was an open-ended question, which was intended to give the participants a chance to give any comments 
they felt relevant to WCF. It was also intended for the participants to elaborate further on a particular topic or even give 
any suggestions or criticism regarding the research study. According to Creswell (2007), utilising open-ended 
questioning analysis is well suited for research studies where the intended goal is to seek a range of possible 
experiences among a similar group of participants, as it was in this study.  
There were 81 comments in total, which mainly focussed on two main areas: teachers and errors. This was obtained 
using the text-analysis software, NVivo® where initially, the data was queried into word frequency distributions and tag 
clouds. The analysis gave a thematic word frequency as well as a percentage of occurrences in the participants’ 
comments (Figure 2). 
 
Figure 2. Text analysis and thematic representation of word frequencies in question 15 using NVivo® software. 
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The word ‘teachers’ appeared in nearly 37% of the participants’ replies/texts followed by ‘errors’, which appeared in 
nearly 24% of the participants replies/texts.  
4.3 Semi-structured interviews 
Data analysis began immediately after each interview was conducted. Patterns for generalization within each interview 
and between the other interviews were listed (Erickson 1986). Certain perceived themes were categorized under larger 
themes such as time, work-load, and class size. The interviews centred on questions related to the best WCF strategy 
followed and why it was the best: what are the current issues relating to students’ written assignments? How does WCF 
assist in reducing errors in the short term and the overall second-language acquisition (SLA) in the long term? All 
participants who volunteered in the interviews expressed their professional views about certain issues related to WCF 
where class sizes, types of written assignments, lack of unified policy on WCF at many tertiary institutions in Saudi 
Arabia, overloaded work, and institutions’ strict guidelines to meet curriculum deadlines that might be counter-
productive in some situations where writing revisions and follow-up sessions are extremely difficult to provide to the 
students. 
5. Discussion and conclusion 
In this present study, the main focus was to learn the teacher’s side of the story. This study confirms previous studies’ 
findings concerning ‘time’ being a crucial factor in WCF (Ur 1996; Truscott 1999; Coffin 2003). It is also noteworthy 
that the participants in this study, as female and male EFL professionals in Saudi Arabia, although they had different 
linguistic and cultural backgrounds and orientations to instructional practice, shared concerns regarding time, class 
sizes, and heavy work-load as well as meeting curriculum deadlines set by their institutions when it came to their 
perspective of WCF practices. However, more often than not, the teacher’s thinking is invisible unless expressly 
articulated and brought into the big picture through research. One important finding in this study, which is directly 
related to question 1 in this study, is that the majority of the participating teachers (mainly in the interviews) saw WCF 
as something vital and important in SLA. This is in line with the proponents of the Noticing Hypothesis (Schmidt 
1990), who advocate for the importance and benefits of WCF where the latter stimulates noticing and in drawing 
learners’ attention to form (Robinson 1995; Rod 1994). With regards to questions 2 and 3 of this research study, the 
participants, in both the survey and interviews, expressed their desire to see tertiary institutions allocate designated 
classes for writing to help maximize the potential of their students and give them more confidence as well as reducing 
the pressure to use another skill (e.g., reading or listening) because the whole lesson is dedicated to writing. 
Pedagogically, the participants in the survey (open-ended question) as well as in the interviews made several 
suggestions for better practice in the classroom, which included helping the students get editing practice and become 
self-aware of their errors. It was suggested by one of the participants in one of the interviews that learners keep a 
journal with error codes that the teacher introduces to them at the beginning of the semester and in the next column 
(next to the error codes column), the frequency corresponding to the different errors that the students made.  
5.1 Recommendations for future research 
Future study should involve more teachers in different regional contexts, with different age groups, and using different 
teaching approaches to identify more WCF goals that teachers may intend to achieve. Because of the availability of 
participating teachers, the number of questions in the semi-structured interviews were different and I suggest that the 
number of questions should be standardized in any related future research. 
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Appendix A 
The purpose of this research project is to explore EFL Teachers’ Perception of Written corrective feedback. 
This is a research project being conducted by Lecturer **********. You are invited to participate in this 
research project because you are an EFL teacher at a University/College. 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate. If you decide to 
participate in this research survey, you may withdraw at any time. If you decide not to participate in this study 
or if you withdraw from participating at any time, you will not be penalized. 
 
The procedure involves filling an online survey that will take a maximum of 5 minutes. Your responses will be 
confidential and we do NOT ask you for identifying information such as your name, email address, place of 
work or IP address. All data is stored in a password protected electronic format. To help protect your 
confidentiality, the survey will NOT contain information that will personally identify you. The results of this 
study will be used for scholarly purposes only. If you have any questions about the research study, please 
contact *****  on **********  
 
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below. 
 
Clicking on the "agree" button below indicates that:  
 
• you have read the above information 
• you voluntarily agree to participate 
• you are at least 18 years of age  
 
If you do not wish to participate in the research study, please decline participation by clicking on the 
"disagree" button. 
 
Thank You. 
 
o Agree 
o Disagree
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      2. What is your gender? 
 Female 
Male 
 
3. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 Diploma 
Bachelor's Degree 
Post Graduate Certificate of Education 
Master's Degree 
Doctoral Degree 
 
4. What course do you teach at your institution? 
PYP 1st Semester 
PYP 2nd Semester 
PYP Other 
101 
102 
Other (please specify)  
 
5. On average, how many students do you teach per class? 
 0 - 10 
11 - 15 
15 - 20 
21 - 25 
26 - 30 
> 30 
              6. How many contact hours do you have per day? 
 2 Hours 
3 Hours 
4 Hours 
5 Hours 
6 Hours 
> 6 hours 
 
7. At your institution, as part of the curriculum for EFL, is "writing" designated special classes ? 
Yes 
No 
 
8. On average, how many written assignments do you require your students to complete per week? 
Once a week 
Twice a week 
Three times a week 
More than three times a week 
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9. Generally speaking, do you provide your students with some sort of feedback on their written 
assignments? 
Yes 
No 
 
10. What is the percentage of the students' submitted written assignments that get written corrective 
feedback? 
0 - 20 % 
20 - 40 % 
40 - 60 % 
60 - 80 % 
80 - 100 % 
 
11. On average, how many hours a week do you allocate for written corrective feedback? 
1 - 2 Hours 
2 - 3 Hours 
3 - 4 Hours 
> 4 hours 
 
12. What type of written corrective feedback do you usually provide? 
 Unfocussed (comprehensive) direct feedback where all the errors are corrected. 
Focused (selective) feedback where only major errors are corrected. 
Indirect Coded feedback where errors are indicated with particular codes 
      (sp. - spelling, prep.- preposition)...etc. 
Indirect non-coded feedback where errors are merely indicated to the students 
 
13. Do you generally provide your students with a follow up session after giving written corrective 
feedback on their assignments previously? 
Yes 
No 
 
14. Do you believe that TIME is a crucial factor in your decision to follow a particular strategy in 
written corrective feedback? (e.g. Extensive feedback is given if ample time is allocated for writing 
practice and revision and/or small class size vs. selective coded feedback is given when short time is 
allocated for writing practice and revision and/or big class size). 
Yes 
No 
 
15. Please leave any additional comments you might have regarding teachers' perception of written 
corrective feedback below. 
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Appendix B 
 
Q1. What has been you experience so far in Saudi Arabia on the writing part of your EFL teaching? 
Q2. How do you perform WCF on written assignments by your students? 
Q3. Do you think there are issues related to WCF? For example, time, student proficiency, number of 
students in the class? 
Q4. Tell me about what is “good WCF” in your opinion. 
Q5. Give me a little bit more detail about the WCF practised in EFL at your institute. 
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